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Summary

Electrical resistance measurements were used to monitor several releases of brine from the

Mock Tank Test site at the 200 East Area. Each of the three different types of methods was

able to detect the presence of what appeared to be conductive plumes forming beneath the

tank. The results suggest the following: 1) The minimum detectable leak volume is of the

order of a few hundred gallons. 2) A procedure involving the use of reciprocal data can be

used to evaluate the reliability of the results and minimize the potential for false-positive and

false-negative conclusions. 3) The dry wells may be used as long electrodes to obtain 2D

images of the plume under the tank. 4) 3D electrical resistance tomography (ERT) images

provide information that can be used to determine the released volume, the speed and

direction of plume movement, the regions of the soil that are being contaminated, and the

approximate location of the hole in the tank. 5) It may be possible to map pre-existing

plumes when no pre-spill data exists. 6) A "quick look" calculation that can be used in the

field can reliably detect the occurrence of a leak.

This work was performed under the auspices of the U.S. Department of Energy by the University
of California, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory under Contract No. W-7405-Eng-48.



Introduction

This report covers the electrical resistance tomography (ERT) work performed at the

Mock Tank site, 200 East Area, Hanford Reservation, during the months of July and

August, 2001. The work reported herein is to be considered preliminary because it is

work in progress. Some of the analyses and interpretation of results are incomplete at

this time.

The purposes of the ERT work were to:

1- determine if there was simple, non imaging electrical measurement, which could

detect the presence of a leak of fluid from a single shell tank.

_ determine if electrical measurements could be made using dry wells (steel cased

boreholes) to detect the presence of a leak and make a rough determination of its

magnitude and location.

_ determine if electrical measurements could be made using ERT electrode arrays

installed around a tank to detect a leak and image the resulting plume in order to

estimate its origin, size and movement.

Electrical resistance tomography (ERT) is a method that calculates subsurface images 

electrical properties from a large number of impedance measurements. Arrays of

electrodes are placed on or beneath the surface. A low frequency (typically 0.125 to 1.0

Hz) current is driven between two electrodes. As this current flows through the ground, it

establishes voltages at the other electrodes that are measured and recorded. Two other

electrodes are then used to drive current, and voltages are again measured on all other

electrodes. This process is repeated until all linearly independent combinations of current

and voltage measurements are made. For 30 electrodes, there are 405 such measurements



(n[n-3]/2 where n is the number of electrodes). Based on our field experience, we suggest

that measurement errors are best determined by a reciprocity test. Two measurements are

reciprocal when the transmitter dipole and the receiver dipole are interchanged. The ratio

of voltage to current for both the normal and reciprocal measurements will be identical if

the process is linear (i.e., obey Ohm’s law) and there are no measurement errors.

The raw data are inverted to produce tomographic images of electrical properties in the

ground. For the simple cases where the impedance is adequately described by the

resistance, the method is called electrical resistance tomography (ERT). In these cases,

there are(no phase difference between the current and voltage). The data processing for

ERT has been described by Daily and Owen (1991), Oldenburg and Li (1994), Sasaki

(1992), and LaBrecque et al. (1996). Early adaptations of the technique to the field 

geophysics were by Pelton et al., (1978), Dines and Lytle (1981), Tripp et al. (1984),

Wexler et al., (1985). Adaptations for medical diagnostics can be found in Isaacson

(1986), Barber and Seager (1987), and Yorkey et al., (1987).

LaBrecque et al. (1999) describe a three-dimensional inversion algorithm which calculates

electrical resistivity; this algorithm is used for the work described herein. A two

dimensional algorithm is also used in this work, as described in Ramirez et al. (1996).

Here we only summarize the general structure of the algorithms used for this work. First,

a numerical model of the subsurface electrical resistivity is assumed, and the voltage field

is calculated. These calculated voltages are compared to those measured; they will be

different because the computer model of the subsurface is only an initial guess. The model

is then changed in such a way as to make the voltages calculated for the new model closer

to those measured. The algorithm continues making changes to the numerical model,¯

improving agreement between calculated and measured voltages. This iterative process is

continued until the agreement is within some specified value that is related to the accuracy



of the measured values.

Site Description

The field experiments were performed under a 15.2 m diameter steel tank mockup located

at the Hanford Reservation (200 East Area). Figurel shows the tanks’ location and the

electrode layout at the leak detection experiment site. This empty steel tank contained

several built-in spill points. Sixteen boreholes with eight electrodes in each surrounded the

tank. The electrodes were located in 10.7 m deep boreholes starting at the ground surface

and spaced every 1.52 m. The diametrical distance between boreholes was 20.3

m.

This report covers the results obtained during a brine release experiment conducted during

July and August 2001. Several releases of sodium thiosulfate solution were released at the

center of the tank. ERT was used to monitor the first release and two of the last of three

releases.

Experimental Approach

ERT data surveys were collected before, during and after a brine release in each of the 16

electrode arrays. The data were used in three different ways:

1- Develop a fast and simple ’yes/no’ indication of a leak:. This approach can be

performed in the field immediately after the data is collected, and the results are

available in seconds. Each transfer resistance measurement is multiplied by an

appropriate geometrical factor to generate an apparent resistivity and the

geometric mean of these values for a given data set represent a single value, R,

that is representative of the electrical bulk or average resistivity beneath the tank.

As conductive fluid accumulates beneath the tank, reducing the bulk resistivity, R

is a single number representing subtank conditions that can be used as a simple

metric of the presence or absence of a leak. It would be used only by comparing
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conditions during slucing to conditions before slucing (baseline) when the tank was

presumed not to be leaking. This means that any leak present at the time of the

baseline would not be detectable but leakage subsequent to the baseline would be

detectable. This method would yield no information about the location or

movement of a plume will reliably identify the presence of a leak.

To get a high resolution image of plumes formed by leakage and use this image to

estimate leakage volume and monitor plume migration: All measured values of

transfer resistances (1620 in all) are used to reconstruct a three-dimensional

tomographic image of the soil’s electrical resistivity. This approach allows us to

delineate the changes in resistivity created by the release of the salt water. The

tomograph anomalies will reveal the presence or absence of a leak as well as

indicate the position and size of the plume. We realize that this approach requires

considerable additional infrastructure around a tank. This approach offers the

most information: leak detection by the presence of statistically significant

conductive anomaly, leak location by the position of the plume, approximate

leaked volume from the size of the anomaly, and information about the speed and

direction of the plume movement, and the flowpath(s) that it follows.

Develop low resolution 2D images of a plume using steel case boreholes (i.e., dry

wells): All of the electrodes in each vertical array are connected together at the

surface to form an electrical short circuit. As a result, each vertical array behaves

electrically like a steel-cased well in a tank farm. With this methodology a series of

dry wells could be used to produce a low resolution, two-dimensional

tomographic image of subtank electrical resistivity. Such an image could be used to

detect the presence or absence of a leak and provide only a rough estimate of the

plume size and horizontal position. This approach would require little or no

additional infrastructure for tank monitoring.



For cases 2 and 3 above we calculate the changes in the soil’s electrical resistivity by

comparing two data sets: 1) one for the case where a plume caused by a tank release is

present, and 2) a corresponding data set for the case where there is no plume. This

comparison was accomplished by subtracting, pixel by pixel, images of a baseline and

some later condition.

Results and Discussion

Leak Detection

Electrical resistivity methods may be used in several ways to detect tank leaks. In this

section we will discuss three methods that we have tried during this study. The first is a

very simple, non-imaging method to produce a leak alarm using the raw ERT data. The

second is a method using only dry wells located near the tank to detect the presence of

and produce a low-resolution image of a plume forming under the tank. The third method

is 3 dimensional reconstruction of data from the ERT arrays to produce high resolution

images of plume formation and migration. At the end of this section we will discuss the

issues of detecting a new leak after other leaks have occurred.

A Very Simple Leak Alarm-- Geometric Mean Apparent Resistivity

External tank leak detection methods rely on changes in the soil under the tank caused by

the release of tank fluids. These fluids are very conductive and small quantities will

change in measurable ways the electrical properties of the soil. However, it is not

necessary to reconstruct an image of the plume to detect its presence. Each measurement

of resistivity under the tank contains a portion of the total information and it is possible

to calculate a weighted average of these data to obtain a single number (apparent

resistivity) representing the bulk conductivity under the tank at any single time. To do



this we weight each resistance measurement by a geometrical factor, transforming it into

the resistivity which would be necessary to produce the measurement if the soil were

entirely uniform. Then we calculate the geometric mean of these normalized data. As the

soil becomes more conductive this number will decrease in value.

Figure 2 shows the geometric mean apparent resistivities during the first and last release.

The values show a decrease from August 8th (baseline, before the first release) to August

1 lth (in the morning, near the end of the first release). We interpret this steady decrease 

evidence for a developing plume of salt water beneath the tank.

We did not acquire data between August 12th and 18th. For the last release, between

August 19th and 23rd, the data show a similar behavior as before. Here again we interpret

this data as evidence for additional salt-water release. In this sequence, however, the last

point implies an increase in bulk electrical resistivity under the tank at the end of the

release..The cause for this increase is unknown although we speculate that part of the

plume may be moving so that our assumption of uniform resistivity produces

inconsistent conditions for the last two points.

This simple analysis yields no quantitative information about plume volume or location.

On the other hand, it is simple and quick’a mean can be calculated within moments of

data collection. This approach might be useful for signaling the need for more extensive

leak detection such as ERT imaging using either the dry wells or using ERT electrode

arrays.

Approximate Plume Images Using Dry Wells

Using dry wells as electrodes it is possible to reconstruct approximate 2 dimensional

images under a tank and use these to detect the presence of a leak. To demonstrate how



this is done we used the ERT electrode arrays with all eight electrodes in each array

connected together (forming an electrical short circuit) to make 16 long electrodes. The

electrica! equivalent of this arrangement is shown in Figure 3. Connecting all electrodes

together in an array formed an electrical approximation to a continuous steel pipe or dry

well. Although this approximation might seem crude, it is actually quite good--an array

with point electrodes separated by 8 feet but connected together, and a continuous steel

pipe, will look very similar at a distance of 15 or 20 feet. This configuration is entirely

adequate to demonstrate the point that dry wells can be used for crude imaging.

Figure 4 shows the results for the release conducted between 0747 hrs on August 20th and

0742 hrs on the 21 st. These difference images, relative to the baseline on the 19th,

constitute a map of the 3D volume under the tank projected unto a horizontal 2 D plane.

Only this two dimensional reconstruction is meaningful because the electrodes are 35 feet

long.

There is a clear progression of conductivity changes with time during the experiment. The

first difference image is for a no-change condition and it is therefore blank because the data

were taken about 8 a.m. on the 20th, before the release started at noon. Then at 1233 hrs,

just after the release started there is a weak anomaly extending from the release point at

the center toward the north-east. That anomaly becomes stronger by 1320 hrs. By 1422

hrs the anomaly all but disappears which implies that the water was shut off for a short

time and the plume drained out of the image volume. Since such fast drainage is unlikely,

even with no inflow, we don’t have a good explanation why the plume anomaly weakened

at 1422 hrs. A similar effect is observed at 1621 hrs on that day. Notice that the strongest

anomaly is at 1658 hrs on the 20th. The next morning the anomaly was much weaker,

implying a lower flow rate during the night of the 20th.



A possible explanation for the occasional disappearance of the anomaly is that the signal

measured by the long electrodes is weak. In the appendix, we show the results of

numerical modeling for the long electrodes case. The modeling shows that when long

electrodes are used most of the current flows through the tank shell and only a small

fraction flows through the soil. This means that there relatively little sensitivity to the

soil properties. The diminished sensitivity may be a reason why the image anomalies in

Figure 4 behave in the manner shown.

High Resolution Images of Plumes--Using ERT Electrode Arrays

Differences in resistivi _ty relative to baseline surveys:

We now shift our attention to the resistivity changes mapped using the point electrode

arrays. For these images, 120 electrodes located in 16 boreholes were used to survey the

subsurface. We consider these to be the best results of all the approaches discussed so far

in terms of accuracy, sensitivity, and resolution.

We will first discuss the changes caused by the first release as well as the first three

combined (shown in Figure 5) and then discuss the changes caused by fourth and fifth

releases (Figure 6). The images in Figure 5 show the changes relative to a reference image

collected on 8/8/01, just prior to the start of the first release. The size of the image block

shown is 20.3 m wide by 20.3 m deep and 10.7 m tall. The red dots on top of the block

indicate the location of the electrode arrays used. The results are shown in the form of

logl0 resistivity ratios (i.e., loglo(p’’~ )) where p,,~ is the resistivity after the release
P~.b

started and P,,b is the resistivity of the baseline. The top 2 rows of images display the

same results displayed using different transparency levels. The white bar across the color



bar indicates the range of values that are rendered transparent. Note that when the change

relative to the baseline is 0, the ratio is 1.0 and the logl0 of the ratio is 0. Decreases in

resistivity (expected to be associated with the plume) are indicated by ratios below 1.0

(logl0 of the ratio below 0.0). The bottom row of images in the figure shows a vertical

slice below the release point (marked by vertical arrow pointed downward).

The first four columns of images in Figure 5 show the changes observed by the first

release which ended sometime after the 8/11/01 data was collected. The fifth column

(dated 8/19/01) shows the cumulative changes caused by the first three releases. The

figure suggests that a plume, represented by resistivity decreases, develops as the volume

of released fluid increases. The plume migration grows primarily downward and to the

Northeast. Approximately 8 hours (afternoon of 8/9/01) after the start of the first release,

clear indications of a plume can be observed on the second row of images. At the time of

writing, the total volume released to this point is unknown, but it is expected to be of the

order of a several hundred gallons. These results illustrate the ability of the ERT method

to detect released volumes within this range. Also, the results suggest that the images may

be useful in determining the approximate location of the hole in the tank, speed, flow

direction and volume of the plume, and identify the soil regions that are being

contaminated.

Now we consider the changes caused by the last two releases; these changes are shown in

Figure 6. The baseline tomograph used to calculate the change is for 8/20/01, collected

before the fourth release started. The fourth release occurred between noon on 8/20/01

and 11:37 AM on 8/21/01; approximately 360 gallons were released. The first two

columns in Figure 6 show the resistivity changes caused by this release. The first column

shows changes were most of the 360 gallons have been released because the data was

collected around 9 AM on the 21st. The images indicate that by the end of the release a

plume is forming below and to the NE of the release point. This result confirms our earlier



claim (Ramirez et al., 1996): that plumes of the order of a few hundred gallons are

detectable with this approach.

The next release started on 8/21/01 at around 2:40 PM and lasted until noon on 8/23/01.

The images on the third and fourth columns show the cumulative effects of the 8/20-21/01

and 8/21-23/01 (the th and 5th) releases. The finger continues to grow towards the NE.

When compared to the plume created by the first release (Figure 5), these images seem 

suggest that the plume is moving sideways more (to the NE) and less downward.

The discussion so far has centered on resistivity differences relative to a baseline

tomograph. We now explore the question of whether it is possible to map pre--existing

plumes without the benefit of baseline surveys. Figure 7 shows the absolute values of

resistivity measured during the course of the releases. The figure at the top shows the

resistivity values corresponding to 8/8/01 before all the releases. The bottom row of

images show the resistivity measured as more solution is released. Note the region of high

conductivity (low resistivity) corresponding to the tank metal. Below the tank’s bottom

one can clearly see regions of low resistivity that emanate from the tank. These regions

are approximately vertical and become less resistive with time. We believe that these

results raise the possibility that pre-existing plumes under tanks may be detectable

without the need of baseline data. This capability may make possible the detection of

pre-existing plumes under the tanks at Hanford.

Detection Limits and False Alarms

Establishing the limits of any leak detection system is very important because of

theconsequences of a detection error. A false negative result would mean a lack of

sensitivity in the method so that a significant leak might be present but not detected. For

this case it is important to determine the minimum leak volume that can be reliably



detected in the presence of all its associated errors and uncertainties. A false positive

result would mean that the method is detecting leaks that are not real (giving false alarms)

because it is sensitive to conditions not related to a leak and there is no way to

differentiate between them and a leak.

Our interpretation approach assumes that all detected changes in soil resistivity are due to

a tank leak or to data error. False alarms as well as tomograph sensitivity can be addressed

by performing an analysis of the effects of measurement error on the images. Error

analysis will indicate a threshold (in terms of released volume) above which the results are

reliable. We define the minimum detection volume as this threshold.

Tank managers may also choose to add a "factor of safety "to this threshold. If the goal is

to minimize disruption to a slucing operation and only act when large leaks are likely to

be present, one may chose to define an alarm threshold that is several times larger than

this sensitivity threshold. This means that a leakage prediction would be issued only after

the analysis showed changes equal to the alarm threshold. Setting the alarm threshold at a

given number may be based on the detection limits of the method and the operational

goals of the tank managers. We mention this arbitrary criterion here to demonstrate how

the analysis might be done to set an alarm threshold that might be useful for actual tank

operations.

For the geometric mean analysis we determine the sensitivity threshold and the alarm

threshold by generating the mean using only the normal data and then again using only

reciprocal data for a given time. The difference between these two means is considered the

sensitivity threshold. If the geometric mean at two different times differs by more than

this amount, we conclude that a statistically significant change in subtank soil resistivity

has occurred and we interpret that as a developing leak for the time interval.This is our
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sensitivity threshold. Analysis of the data displayed in Figure 2 yields sensitivity

threshold of +-0.2 ohm m.

Of special interest to tank operations is the false alarm rate of a leak detection method. To

determine the false alarm rate we would compare our alarm rate to the history of water

injected (or not injected) during the test. At the time of writing, we do not have injection

rates for this test so cannot determine a false alarm rate at this time.

The geometric mean data satisfy not only the sensitivity threshold test but also satisfy

our ad hoc alarm threshold test. The very first mean value at 580.8 ohm m which

represents a baseline and the second mean value at 572.4 ohm m are different by more

than 3 times 0.2 ohm m so that the difference is statistically significant for a leak

alarm--not a false alarm.

We could produce a similar threshold analysis from an error analysis on the long electrode

reconstructions (see Figure 4). Now, however, the analysis requires a quantitative

comparison of reconstructed images instead of two numbers. This work is in progress but

we have not been able to complete the comparison for this preliminary report.

However, a qualitative comparison will demonstrate the principles involved and probably

leads to the same conclusion. Figure 8 shows the same sequence of long electrode data as

shown in Figure 4 except that the top row uses only the normal data and the bottom row

uses only reciprocal data. For each time given, there are noticeable differences between the

two reconstructions. However, comparing Figures 4 and 8 it is also clear that the

anomalies detected during the leak are clearly larger in magnitude than the differences seen

in the threshold analysis. We therefore conclude that the anomalies in Figure 4 are above

the threshold limit and thus statistically significant. These anomalies would then be

considered as reliable indicators of leakage.



Now we turn our attention to sensitivity limits for the 3D ERT analysis. As discussed

previously, our strategy in determining the trustworthiness of the detected electrical

resistivity changes is based on the concept of reciprocity. Each data set collected

contained data that is fully reciprocal; i.e., for each measurement, its reciprocal

measurement was collected. When one compares images calculated using reciprocal data

sets, an estimate of how closely the data obeys Ohm’s law is obtained. This approach

also quantifies how measurement errors propagate through the data inversion process, and

provides an estimate for the threshold of changes in the images that are likely to be

reliable.

Figure 9 shows the results of our reciprocal analysis for the 3D images. The figure

quantitatively compares the resistivity in the "normal" tomograph (tomograph calculated

using only the first measurement in a pair of reciprocal measurements) and in the

"reciprocal" tomograph (tomograph calculated using the second measurement in a pair of

reciprocal measurements where the transmitter and receiver dipoles have been switched).

Specifically, the values plotted along the X and Y axes are of the form loglo(ps’a’" ) and
~Os~b,n

log10(ps’a’r ), where p,,a,., Ps,b,. are the tomograph resistivities using the normal data, and
~Os,b,r

Ps,.,r, P~,b,r are the tomograph resistivities based on the reciprocal data. All voxel values

in the region between the boreholes are shown. A perfect match between these two

tomographs would be indicated if all symbols plotted along the central dashed line shown.

Values that plot away form this line indicate an imperfect match between voxel values and

give a measure of the degree of the mismatch. The two lines on either side of the central

dashed line indicate the range of values in which there is a mismatch. We will use this

mismatch as an estimator of the reliability of the ERT results.



Figure 9 shows the results of this analysis for the changes early during the fourth release

(Ps,~ corresponds to the tomograph for 8/21/01, and P,,o corresponds to the tomograph

for 8/20/01). This plot suggests that that the vast majority of voxel values agree within

10÷/" 0.2 (resistivity ratios between 0.63 and 1.58). We believe this is the sensitivity

threshold for these images.

We will now use the results of this analysis to evaluate the ability to reliably detect the

plumes. The approach we have followed is to render transparent any voxel values that fall

within the range of values defined above. Referring to Figures 5 and 6, we can now justify

the levels of transparencies chosen. The top row of images shows as transparent all ratio

values greater than 10°2; this value is based on the 10÷/ 0.2 threshold determined from the

fourth release tomographs--the sensitivity threshold. The second row of images in the

figures shows as transparent all ratio values greater than 10°l-a level arbitrarily chosen

at half the expected error.

During the first release (Figure 5), the top row of images shows that reliable anomalies are

observed for images corresponding to 8/10/01 AM and later times. On the other hand, if

we choose the second row of images (half the sensitivity threshold), all images (including

the 8/9/01 PM image show changes that are considered reliable. Because the released

volume is unknown we cannot determine the sensitivity threshold for the leak volume.

We can do a similar assessment for the images corresponding to the fourth and fifth

releases (Figure 6). The image corresponding to 8/21/01 (around 9AM) represents 

case where roughly 300 gallons had been released (this is a rough estimate since all we

know at the time of writing is that 360 gallons were released between noon 8/20/01 and

11:30 AM, 8/21/01). All images in the top and middle rows of images in Figure 6 show

credible changes. Therefore, the minimum detectable volume is about 300 gallons; it could

be less than that because the estimate depends on how often the surveys were repeated.



In summary, an analysis of image reliability suggests a minimum detectable volume for 3D

ERT of approximately 300 gallons (possibly less). When the minimum detectable volume

has been released, a false negative interpretation becomes very unlikely. The reciprocity

analysis described also minimizes the possibility of false-positive (false alarm)

interpretations because it provides an estimate of reliability on the observed changes and

minimizes the possibility that resistivity changes caused by measurement error are

interpreted as leaks.

Estimates of Release Volume and Flow Rate

Estimating the volume of the plume (i.e., the volume of soil invaded by the released

solution) is relatively easy. One simply sums the volume of all voxels that exhibit a level

of change that is determined to be credible. However, tank managers are not interested in

the plume volume; they are very interested in knowing the released volume (i.e., the

volume of liquid tank wastes that have leaked). Estimates of released volume require that

we use the volume of the plume together with a petrophysical model to estimate released

volume.

The petrophysical model we chose is widely accepted and is known as ’Archie’s’

equation (Hearst et al., 2000). This model relates the soil’s resistivity (ps) to the soil’s

saturation (S), porosity (¢), and pore fluid conductivity (Pw) as follows:

P~ -S-" (1)
pw¢-m

The exponents m and n are empirically derived constants. Given that we are primarily

interested in changes and that porosity is unlikely to change we can derive the following

equation:



The subscripts b and a indicate conditions before and after the soil’s property change due

to fluid invasion. Hearst et al. indicate that the exponent n is generally determined based

on laboratory data and when such data is unavailable, an acceptable value is about 2.0 +/-

0.5. Once the change in change in saturation is established, the change in pore water

volume can be calculated as follows:

AV. = - 1)SbOV

where AVw is the change in the volume of water in each tomograph voxel and Vv is the

volume of the voxel. Then, we sum AVw over all voxels that exhibit P,,___e_~ that have been
Ps,b

determined to be credible. In most cases, good estimates of Sb and ¢ can be obtained from

geophysical well logs (neutron) and/or laboratory measurements made on core.

Equation 2 says that in order to calculate Sa (change in saturation), we need to know
So

Pw,b (the change in pore water conductivity) and the changes in soil resistivity ( Ps,, 

P,,b

This implies that from one known value ( p’’~ ), we need to estimate two unknown values.
Ps,b

Clearly, this calculation cannot be performed unless one assumes the value for Pw.b
Pw,a

We will use equations 2 and 3 to estimate AV~. An estimate of Pw,____p_o will be obtained for
PW,a

one release where the volume released was known; this estimate will be the average change



in pore water conductivity over the whole tomograph volume. We will assume that for

the other releases where an unknown volume of solution was used, the same value of

Pw,b applies. For the release that started on 8/20/01 and ended on 8/21/01, a total of
~Ow,a

about 360 gallons were released. When the following assumptions are made:

Porosity, ¢ 0.25

"before" water resistivity, Pw,b 30 ohm-m

"after" water resistivity, Pw,,, 21 ohm-m

Exponent, n 2

initial saturation, Sb 0.25

the estimated volume released is 290 gallons. This estimate is in reasonable agreement

with the true volume. We will assume the same values apply to other releases.

We will next provide volume estimates for two "blind releases" were volume released is

unknown at the time of writing. For the release that started on 8/09/01, the estimated

released volume on 8/11/01 at around 9:00 AM is 1260 gallons. For the release that

started during the afternoon of 8/21/01, the estimated released volume on 8/23/01 at

around 9:00 AM is 1550 gallons.

We consider the above estimates as coarse approximations due to the large number of

assumptions that are required and due to distortions to the plume size caused by the

inverse solution.

The ERT methods discussed here are not directly capable of estimating the leak flow rate.

Neither Archie’s equation (equation 2) nor any other petrophysical model that we are

aware of indicates that soil resistivity is a direct function of flow rate. Indirectly, it is

possible to get a qualitative flow rate estimate by looking at the increases in released fluid



volume (as determined the analysis above) as function of time. From this simple approach

we estimate an average flow rate of 50.4 gal/hour for the 1st release (average flow rate

between 8/9/01 and 8/11/01 in the morning) and 46.3 gal/hour for the th release (average

flow rate between the afternoon of 8/21/01 and moming of 8/23/).

Conclusions and Recommendations

We have demonstrated that electrical resistance measurements can be used in three quite

different ways to detect changes in electrical conductivity under the test tank. Without

knowing details of the released volumes, the results support the conclusion that the

conductivity changes we detect arise from released fluids and from this we infer that these

methods are good candidates for leak detection at single shell tanks. We have also shown

how statistical limits can be set on sensitivity (minimum detectable volume) and how

these limits can be used to evaluate the possibility of false positives and false negatives.

In addition, ERT images have been used to estimate total released volume and flow rates

for two "blind tests". The results presented here indicate that ERT provides useful

information about tank leaks.

These results point to one possible operational strategy for ERT use in tank farm

operations: the geometric mean of the apparent resistivity can be measured quickly and

often (using either the dry wells or point electrode arrays installed for ERT) as a ’quick

look’, non-imaging capability. When this analysis suggests that observed changes are

above the sensitivity threshold, more detailed electrical data could be taken which could

be used for imaging. From dry wells one could get low-resolution 2D images that may be

useful to yield the leak location. From ERT arrays one could get higher resolution 3D

images that may be useful for leak location and plume size (which could be used to

estimate leak volume).



Recent work we have done on a different but related project has lead us to believe that it

may be possible to detect leaks using ERT from measurements taken entirely outside of a

tank farm. This method would have reduced sensitivity and resolution compared to the

3D ERT in this report, but it would require no additional infrastructure inside the tank

farm fence-line Figure 10 shows the ERT image of a tank sitting on the surface, leaking jet

fuel (kerosene). The data were collected on electrodes arranged around the periphery 

the tank in such a manner that currents were made to flow under the tank.An electrically

similar strategy would be electrodes arranged around the periphery of a tank farm (outside

the fence) so that current is made to flow under the buried tanks. We believe that this

method, or simple variations, could be used to detect large (thousand gallons) tank leaks.

In addition, such a leak detection system could be used to monitor long term the changes

in soil properties under of a tank farm.
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Appendix A

Estimates of changes in soil resistivity caused by plume infiltration

Infiltration of the sodium thio-sulfate solution caused increases in pore fluid salinity and

increases in saturation. We have used Archie’s (Hearst, et al., 2000) equation to estimate

soil resistivity as a function of saturation and the pore fluid’s resistivity. The results of

this simple model are shown in Figure A. 1. We calibrated the model to produce a bulk

resistivity of 1000 ohm-m based on the resistivity logs measured by Applied Research

Assoc. prior to the start of the FY 00 work at the Sisson and Lu site. The model assumed



that the ambient properties were as follows: saturation was 0.4, porosity was 0.3 and the

resistivity of the ambient pore fluid was 30 ohm-m (a factor of 2.5 smaller than river

water). Measurements of the resistivities for the various fluids considered are shown in

Figure A. 1.

The curves in Figure A. 1 help illustrate that the primary mechanism affecting the

measured changes in resistivity is the change in fluid salinity created by the highly

conducting, sodium thio-sulfate brine. If we assume that the brine causes the fluid

conductivity to change from 30 ohm-m to 0.1 ohm-m ands there is 0.0 saturation change,

the bulk resistivity changes a factor of 100. Conversely, if the salinity remains fixed while

the saturation changes from 0.4 to 1.0, the bulk resistivity changes a factor of about 5.

This suggests that, for the case of sodium thio-sulfate infiltration, the tomographs of

resistivity change are 20 times more sensitive to salinity changes than to saturation

changes.

Appendix B

Numerical modeling of current density - indicator of sensitivity

It is important to understand how the sensitivity of the measurements varies within the

region of interest to properly interpret images of electrical resistivity under a steel tank.

The steel shell of the tank has electrical properties that are vastly different than those of

the surrounding soil. These differences have a large effect on measurement sensitivity to

changes occurring in the soil beneath the tank. We have performed numerical simulations

to provide a qualitative understanding of measurement sensitivity to regions below the

tank. We have used current density as an indicator of measurement sensitivity. Simply

stated, the electrical measurements are most sensitive to regions in which current

preferentially flows, i.e., regions of high current density.



Figure B.1 shows the results of the modeling. The drawings on the left column of the

figure indicate the various electrode configurations considered. The modeling assumes that

each electrode is injecting one ampere of current. Note that cases with and without the

tanks are included (middle and rightmost columns of images). The top row of images 

the figure shows the current density when two steel cased wells are used as long

electrodes. The highest current densities occur along the steel shell and in the near vicinity

of the steel casings. Relatively high current densities are also observed along the soil next

to the tank’s perimeter. The region of lowest current density occurs directly below the

tank’s center.

These results suggest that measurements made with long electrodes have the lowest

sensitivity in the soil just below the center of the tank. The release point for the field

experiment was located near the center of the tank. This means that the long electrode

measurements had the least amount of sensitivity to the soil region invaded by the plume.

This helps explain the relatively small changes measured with the long electrodes.

Substantially higher sensitivity is expected for leaks that develop along the tank’s

perimeter.

The second and third rows of images depict the current densities for short electrodes

located close to and away from the tank. These images also suggest that a most of the

current is channeled through the steel shell and that the lowest current density is in the

soil just below the tank’s center. However, because the electrodes are short, current flow

is much more focused than for the long electrodes. Therefore, short electrodes yield higher

current densities in localized regions, including the soil beneath the tank’s center. This

may be the reason why the 3D ERT tomographs show much larger resistivity changes

than the long electrode tomographs.



Mock Tank Leak Test Facility at the 200 East Area

Figure 1. The point electrode model for the mock test site. The image shown is a 3D

reconstruction of baseline conditions.



Geometric Mean of Apparent Resistivity-Simple Leak Detection Approach
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Figure 2. The figure shows the geometric mean of apparent resistivity beneath the Mock

Tank during the two separate releases.



Hanford Tank Leak Test Facility at the 200 East Area

Figure 3. The dry well model for the mock tank test site. The image is shown as a plane

but is actually an average of volumetric resistivity.



Dry well images
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Figure 4. Sequence of 2D images using long electrodes during the final release.
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Figure 5. Three-dimensional ERT showing a history of the first release. The first row

uses a transparency (sensitivity) threshold of 0.2 to depict changes in resistivity while the

second row uses a threshold of 0.1. The bottom row shows a single vertical section

through the same 3 D reconstruction.
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Figure 6. Three-dimensional ERT showing a history of the fifth release. The format is

the same as in Figure 5.
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Figure 7. Three-dimensional ERT showing a history of all releases during the experiment.

These reconstructions are not of changes in resistivity but rather show the actual values

of resistivity beneath the tank at selected times. Only a single slice through the 3 D

volume is shown here.



Long electrode (dry well) error analysis
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Figure 8. Error analysis for the long electrode ERT approach.
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tomographs
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Figure 9. Error analysis for the 3D ERT reconstructions. Axes are the reconstructed ratios

for the normal and reciprocal data. A reasonable error in the logarithm of the resistivity

ratio is about +/- 0.1 (0.2).



Surface tank leak detection
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Figure 10. ERT image under a surface fuel storage tank using a ring of electrodes on the

ground surface around the tank.
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Figure A. 1. Archie s equation for soil saturation and soil water resistivity expected at the

mock tank site.
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Figure B. 1. Numerical modeling results showing the current densities associated with

three different electrodes configuration. Scenarios with and without the tank are

considered. Regions of high current density (shown in the warmer colors) indicate

regions to which the measurements have the highest sensitivity.


